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REMARKS 



In response to the Examiner's Action mailed October 4, 2002, Applicants amend their 
application and request reconsideration. In this Amendment no claims are cancelled so that 
claims 10, 11, and 17-14 are pending. A complete clean copy of the pending claims appears in 
the appendix. 

Included with the Official Action were two PTO-1449 forms pertaining to two 
Information Disclosure Statements filed at different times. The Information Disclosure 
Statement filed September 5, 2002 cited a single U.S. Patent that was mentioned in a search 
report of a corresponding application in another country. The PTO-1449 form accompanying 
that Information Disclosure Statement was returned but without the Examiner's initials 
indicating the consideration of that reference. Applicants respectfully request that another copy 
of the PTO-1449 including initials indicating consideration of the single cited reference be 
supplied in the next communication. 

Claims 10 and 11 were rejected as not supported by the application as filed, i.e., pursuant 
to 35 use 112, first paragraph, and as indefinite pursuant to 35 USC 1 12, second paragraph. 
Both rejections are respectfiiUy traversed. 

In considering the rejection pursuant to the first paragraph of 35USC 1 12, it is difficult to 
understand the Examiner's position. The Examiner correctly noted that claims 10 and 11 are 
particularly supported by the disclosure of the patent application at pages 15-17. After extended 
study of the Examiner's comments and the specification, it was concluded that the word 
"continuously" may be the source of the Examiner's concem. Therefore, that word has been 
eliminated fi-om both of claims lOand 11. Further, claim 10 has been amended for clarity and 
explains that the element formerly referred to as a "protrusion" is really an internal lead. Thus, 
that claim has been amended for clarity as to that element. 

With regard to the rejection pursuant to the first paragraph of 35 USC 1 12, the Examiner 
is directed to Figures 22-25 of the patent application that are described at pages 15-17 of the 
patent application. Figure 23 particularly shows the die pad on which the semiconductor chip 1 
is mounted. The die pad in that depicted embodiment is rectangular and its entire extent can be 
determined from Figure 23. It is apparent that the leads 2 of the lead frame are only partially 
depicted in that Figure 23. However, it is plainly apparent from that figure, just as it is from 
Figure 25 in which the die pad extent is clearly apparent, that there is no connection between the 
die pad and the lead frame which incorporates the leads 2. The specification, as originally filed, 
includes the text of the application as well as the figures of the appHcation. Thus, contrary to the 
Examiner's assertion, the specification does, in fact, disclose that the die pad is separate from 
and not comiected to, continuously or otherwise, the lead frame as recited in claims 10 and 1 1 . 
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The rejection pursuant to 35 USC 112, first paragraph is plainly erroneous and cannot be 
properly maintained. 

The rejection of claims 10 and 11 pursuant to 35 USC 1 12, second paragraph, seems to 
be a restatement of the rejection just discussed. According to the Examiner, the cited language 
of the claims is confused and not understood. Again, the Examiner is referred to the descnption 
at pages 15-17 of the patent application and Figures 23 and 25 to which that description pertams. 

It may be possible that the Examiner is not distinguishing the word "contact" fi-om the 
word "connected". If so, the Examiner's attention is invited to any standard dictionary of the 
EngUsh language. Those two words have a clearly different meaning and they are properly used 
m claims 10 and 1 1 . The word "comiect" means "to join or fasten together; link; umte". The 
word "contact" means "the coming together or touching of two objects or surfaces". The 
differences are readily apparent. Two elements that are connected together are actually united or 
joined and cannot be taken apart without cutting or destruction of the elements. Elements that 
are in contact with each other are merely touching and can be separated fi-om each other without 
destroying any bond or junction or destroying the elements themselves. It is apparent firom 
Figures 22-25 of the patent application that the lead fi-ame including the leads 2 is not connected 
to the die pads 3 that are illustrated in those figures (although not given reference numbers m 
Figure 23 and 25). It is just as apparent by the presence of the lines indicating the absence of a 
bond or junction, that the elements 2h and 2i are in contact with but not connected to the 
respective die pads 3. This arrangement is accurately and fiiUy described in the original 
specification at pages 1 5-17 as well as in the figures. Therefore, the second rejection as to fomi 
with regard to claims 1 0 and 1 1 cannot be properly maintained and should be withdrawn. 

The rejection of claim 21 as indefinite is overcome by amendment. Again, it appears 
that in examining theclaim the Examiner didnotdistinguishbetweenthet 
"fixed" to the surface of the chip and the surface contacting the chip. The word fixed cames 

the same meaning as "connected". To avoid improper interpretation of the claim language^ 
claim 21 has been amended, and claim 22 has been amended in the same way, to refer o the 
Remember asbeingincontactwiththesurfaceofthe chip butnotacUieredtothe^^^^^ 
chip This language is clear and means that there is no adhesive material bonding the tape 
mllto thelp surface. There ismerelyatouchingbetweenthetapeme 
Iface. l^sclaimlanguageisfiillysupportedintheoriginaldisclosureatpa^^ 
where itisexpresslystated that the tape member is bonded onlyto the intemallead and IS not 

bonded to the semiconductor chip. 

Claims 10 and 11 . bom dependent claims, and cl^s 17 and 1 9. clam,s dependmg 

ft„„ cZZ. we„ rejected as an.icipa.ed by Ton,i. e. al. (U.S. Pa.en. 5.535.509, here,na«er 
Tomita). This rejection is respectfiiUy traversed. 
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Turning first to claim 10, that claim cannot be anticipated by Tomita because Tomita 
does not describe all of the elements of that claim. Tomita, like the invention, is directed to a 
Lead on Chip (LOG) semiconductor chip mounting arrangement. Tomita does not, however, 
describe any lead frame including any internal leads that extend perpendicular to and contact the 
die pad The Examiner directed attention to Figures 1 A, IB, 2, 3A-3C, 8, 9A, 9B, 1 1, 12A, 12B 
of Tomita in rejecting claims 10, 17, and 19 as anticipated. A diUgent review of those figures 
and of the other figures of Tomita does not reveal any structure including a lead fi:ame havmg a 
lead that is substantially perpendicular to and contacts the die pad. Thus, the rejection of those 

claims cannot be maintained. 

Claim 18 the other dependent claim depending from claim 10, was rejected as 
unpatentable over Tomita in view of Aoki (U.S. Patent 5,834,691). This rejection is respectfully 

traversed. ^ ^ . . « 

It is apparent from the discussion at page 7 of the Official Action that the rejection of 
claim 18 is founded on the assumption that Tomita anticipates claim 10. Since there is no 
possibility that Tomita anticipates clahn 10, the rejection of claim 18 cannot be properly 

maintained. , iat^ r^^^^ifo 

In rejecting claim 10, fl>c Examiner directed attention to Figures lOA-lOD of Tomita. 
Those figures camot be considered without referring to Figure U to which they pertain. F,^^ 
1 1 shows a frame for leads 81 comtected to a frame tor a die pad 82. The franie for a d,e pad 82 
includes a die pad 1 on which a semiconductor chip 2 is mounted. The frame for lea^ 81 
includes intern^ leads 3 that extend across part of the surface of the semrconductor chip 2 The 
frames 81 and 82 are connected togetiier, in the embodiment of Figure 11, by a spot weld 17. 

describes numerous meat, by which the two lead frames can be conrtected toge*er^ For 
Lample an adhesive illusfrated in Figure 8 may be used to comtect the two frames. A rrve 1 5, 

:Z.^ before riveting in Fi^e 9A of Tomita, may be used to make — ^ J *°«™ 
in Figure 9BofTomita,afterHveting.Yetadifferent technique for connecting *etwo lead 

^ris illustrated in Figures iOA-lOD of Tomita. Tltere, a tab 16 of the frame 82 ts .nserted 
Tu^ a slot 14 in the frame 81 and subsequently bent parallel to tire frames, as shown m 
Figure 10DofTomita,comiecting the frames 81 and 82 together. 

AS aWy noted, ^ticipation requires tirat a refe^nce describe every element of a 
Claim cL 1 1 specifies, as already described in detatl. that tire die pad ts connected o *e 
ThedLpadof«reframe82ofTomitaiscom,ected,oti>eframe81 mcludmgti^e 

,:"erchni,re illusfrated in Figure lOA-lOD of Tomita. Thus. Tomita cannot meet that 
limitation of claim 11 so that the rejection for anticipation IS erroneous. 

pad include fixed profrusions ext^ding toward and contacting some of the mtema, leads. Even 
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employing the attaching arrangement of Tomita's Figures lOA-lOD, in place of the spot well 17 
in Figure 1 1 of Tomita, it is apparent that no part of the die pad 1 protrudes from, much less 
contacts, any part of any internal lead 3. The Examiner is invited to compare not only Figures 
lOA-lOD and 1 1 of Tomita to the fmal limitation of claim 1 1, but all figures of Tomita. Every 
die pad in every embodiment of Tomita is free of any kind of protrusion that might extend m a 
direction to come into contact with any internal lead 3. There can be no anticipation. 

Therefore, on two independent grounds, Tomita cannot anticipate claim 1 1 . 

Claim 22 was rejected as anticipated by Ichinose (U.S. Patent 6,21 1,573). This rejection 

is respectfully traversed. 

Figure 22 seems to be the most pertinent figure of Ichinose to claim 22. However, as 
described in Ichinose at column 40 lines 38-49, the tape members 3B are adhered to the surface 
of the semiconductor chip 4. Therefore, Ichinose cannot anticipate claim 22 as now pending. 

Claims 20, 21, 23, and 24 were rejected as unpatentable over Ichmose m view of Lee 
this rejection is respectfully traversed. 

hi this group of claims, only claim 21 is an independent claim. That clami, like amended 
claim 22, describes that each of the tape members is in contact with the surface of the 
semiconductor chip but is not adhered to the semiconductor chip. As discussed above, that 
arrangement is not described by Ichinose and therefore Ichinose cannot anticipate claim 22. 
Claim 24 depends from claim 22. Claim 24 adds to claim 22 a limitation that only a portion of 
each tape member protrudes beyond a respective edge of the surface of the semiconductor chip. 
It is for that limitation, with respect to all four of the rejected claims, that Lee was cited. 
Although Applicants agree that the structure described in Lee includes tape members partially 
extending beyond the edge of the surface of the semiconductor chip, Lee does not supply the 
element of rejected claims 20-24 allegedly supplied by, but missing from, Ichmose. 

The semiconductor device shown, for example, in Figure 5 of Lee includes an insulating 
layer 53 that poorly adheres to the semiconductor chip. The film is made of a fluonne 
containing polymer and is quite slippery. To improve adhesive forces, the surface of the 
nTlng layen3 isrou^ened, referred to asha 

L^Thi' sice modification is said to improvethe adhesive forcesbetweenth^^ 
layer 53 and the inner lead and between the insulating layer 53 and the semiconductor chip 51. 
rcolumn 5 lines 46-53 of Lee). It follows that Lee makes clear that the insulating layer 53 is 
irrhe semiconductor chip51b^^^^^^ 

between these two elements. Thus. Lee cannot supplythelimitationofeachofd^^^^ 

regarding the contact without adhesion of the tape members and the surface of the 
^Iductorchip. Statedanotherway.thecombinationoflchinoseandLeecannotincludeall 
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of the limitations of any of claims 20-24 and therefore cannot estsblish prima facie obviousness 

of any of those claims. 

Moreover, by omitting any adhesive material used in the prior art, between the tape 
element and the semiconductor chip, numerous advantages are reaUzed in the invention. Ionic 
impurities contained within an adhesive can reduce the resistance of the semiconductor device to 
moisture absorption. The absence of an adhesive prevents that moisture absorption problem that 
would be experienced by Ichinose and Lee. The absence of any bonded connection between the 
semiconductor chip and the tape member eliminates the cost of the bonding material and its 
application as well as reducing strain or distortion in response to stresses applied by the bonded 
wires These advantages which cannot be found in or even derived from any combination of 
Ichinose and Lee, further demonstrating that claims 20-24 are patentable over those references. 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection as well as allowance of the remainmg 
claims, claims 10, 1 1, and 17-24, are appropriate and earnestly solicited. 

Respectfully submitted. 





^^Thirteenth Street, N.W; Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20005-3960 
(202) 737-6770 (telephone) 
(202) 737-6776 (facsimile) 
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